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mology, and second group the transcendental Ego and God.
There is again the division between the literally speakable and
the symbolically speakable. The first group consists of the finite
objects and the first two Ideas of Reason; under the second
division comes only the Absolute. What seems to be confusing in
this division is that the ego is literally speakable but only as
symbolized and not as meant; and in it both the symbolic and
the literal speakings seem to overlap. This is perhaps due to the
fact that in the judgment "I am" the I is literally spoken and the
Am is symbolically spoken, according to Professor Bhattacharya.
But in the judgment 'The Absolute is/' both the subject and the
Is are symbolic.
The difficulty in understanding Professor Bhattacharya's
meaning and classification of the speakable is largely due to the
fact that he does not take into consideration the symbolic nature
of all speech. Bradley tells us that every idea is a symbol; and we
shall not be wrong in saying that, at least, every word is a symbol.
The I, therefore, like the Absolute, is a symbol. And so far as
speaking or communication is concerned, there is no difference
between these symbols. It is true that the word is used by me
with reference to my self only. But a similar self may be meant
by me when I say He. When I say, "He is beating a dog," the
He may refer to a finite physical thing, for immediately my
imagination brings before me the picture of a physical body
using a cane. But when I say, "He thinks that he is imaginative/'
I mean a mind similar to mine. There is certainly a difference in
attitude or direction between the two. But this difference belongs
to the ideas, and to the words only through the ideas. We do not
come to such distinctions until we come to ideas and therefore to
thought. Professor Bhattacharya could have drawn a clear dis-
tinction between speaking and thinking. For instance, he says:
" 'Object is' is no judgment, being tautologous as a judgment and
'I am' is no judgment because 'am' is only symbolism, but both
are literally spoken because the subject is literally understood as
positive. But the sentence 'the absolute self is' is not only no
judgment but is not even literally spoken. Still it is not meaning-
less, and symbolizes what is positively believed, viz. truth. What
is believed and is not literally speakable is truth."1
Now to explain the passage. We can understand that "Object
is" is a tautology; because, according to Professor Bhattacharya,
1 Contemporary Indian Philosophy, p. 71.
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